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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 1 1 , 16 - 26 and 31 - 34 are pending in this Office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1 - 3, 5 - 1 1 , 1 6 - 1 8, 20 - 26 and 31 - 34 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Number 5,606,693 issued to 
Kenneth Nilsen et al. ("Nilsen") and in view of U.S. Patent Number 5,838,918 
issued to Neal Prager et al. ("Prager"). 
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With respect to claims 1 and 16, Nilsen teaches a database appliance, 
comprising: a database server; and an operating system, generated by modifying a 
general purpose operating system, whose configuration is dictated based on a set of 
services required by the database server (see abstract, column 2, lines 1 5 - 35). 

Nilsen does not explicitly teach the special purpose operating system is the only 
operating system installed on and executed by the database appliance as claimed. 

Prager discloses claimed special purpose operating system and the only 
operating system installed on and executed by the database appliance (Prager 
discloses a similar system, such as UNIX operating system. Rdist implements a simple 
file distribution mechanism. See column 3, lines 55 - 65 and see Table 1 , lines 30 - 40). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to combine Prager with Nilsen to increase the ease and 
efficiency of the configuration management task in large, complex, distributed networks 
of heterogeneous computer systems (see column 4, lines 59 - 62). 

As to claims 2 and 17, the database server was generated from another 
database server by modifying the code of the other database server to optimize the 
code for execution on said database appliance (Nilsen: column 3, lines 60 - 65). 

As to claims 3 and 18, the hardware for said database appliance is selected and 
configured to optimize performance of one or more services to be performed by the 
database server (Nilsen: column 3, lines 60 - 65). 

As to claims 5 and 20, the database server is a special purpose database server, 
wherein features and configuration of the special purpose operating system are dictated 
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by the special purpose database server and supporting components (Nilsen: column 3, 
lines 60 - 65), and wherein the special purpose database server is specially adapted 
based upon the services required by a specific type of database usage (Nilsen: column 
2, lines 15-35). 

As to claims 6 and 21 , the special purpose operating system performs process 
scheduling based on shares of CPU time (see abstract; Nilsen). 

As to claims 7 and 22, a self-configuration module that is capable of performing 
the steps of detecting an environment in which the database appliance is being used; 
and configuring the database appliance based upon the detected environment (Nilsen: 
column 3, lines 60 - 65). 

As to claims 8 and 23, the special purpose operating system employs a 
microkernel and an associated service module (Nilsen: column 3, lines 43 - 60). 

With respect to claims 9 and 24, Nilsen does not explicitly teach the database 
server includes a mechanism for reading resource information within an address space 
of a kernal of the operating system without causing a context switch to the operating 
system kernal address space as claimed. 

Prager discloses claimed database server that includes a mechanism for reading 
resource information within an address space of a kernal of the operating system 
without causing a context switch to the operating system kernal address space (column 
9, lines 28 - 38). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Prager with Nilsen to increase the ease and efficiency of the 
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configuration management task in large, complex, distributed networks of 
heterogeneous computer systems (column 4, lines 60 - 62; Prager). It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to switch the context and yet not 
make a change to the central configuration database because of the code reusability of 
Prager (column 9, lines 28 - 38). 

With respect to claims 10, 1 1 , 25 and 26, Nilsen teaches database appliance is 
configured with an amount of resources dedicated to computational services that is 
based upon whether said specific type of database usage is an online transaction 
processing application (column 3j lines 60 -65; Nilsen). 

Nilsen does not explicitly indicate that the database application is a OLTP and 
that the configuration is done by dedicating more resources to I/O services. 
Prager teaches a configuration database similar to the one of Nilsen (Figure 8, Item 
400) and that the database application is a OLTP and that the configuration is done by 
dedicating more resources to I/O services (column 3, lines 60 - 65; Nilsen). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Prager with Nilsen to increase the ease and efficiency of the 
configuration management task in large, complex, distributed networks of 
heterogeneous computer systems (column 4, lines 60 - 62; Prager). It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Prager with Nilsen because the performance of the combined system would 
have improved because of the code reusability of Prager. 
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With respect to claims 31 - 34, the step of modifying the general purpose 
operating system includes adding or removing one or more features to the general 
purpose operating system, and wherein the one or more features are used to provide 
said set of services to the database server (in addition to claims 1 and 16, see Table 1 , 
lines 40 - 50 of Prager). 

3. Claims 4 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nilsen as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 
5,627,994 issued to Hanoch Levy et al. ("Levy"). 

With respect to claims 4 and 19, Nilsen and Prager disclosed a database 
appliance, comprising: a database server; and a special purpose operating system, 
generated by modifying a general purpose operating system, whose configuration is 
dictated based on a set of services required by the database server and further teaches 
the hardware for said database appliance selection and configuration as discussed 
above. 

Nilsen does not explicitly teach to optimize a cache-hit ratio experienced by the 
database appliance as claimed. 

Levy discloses claimed optimization of a cache-hit ratio experienced by the 
database appliance (see abstract, column 5, lines 6 - 18, 47 - 55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Levy with Nilsen to provide a method for allocating request 
streams and memory resources to a cache architecture, in such a way as demonstrably 
to improve or to optimize system performance, as measured by the hit ratio. 
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Contact Information 



4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shahid Al Alam whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4030. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:00 A.M.- 4:00 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Shahid Al Alam 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 



8 July 2005 



